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data is cited which indicates the relation of the motivational 
measures to actual bargaining behavior. Such a relation seems quite 
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The ;Measur^ent of Sacial Motivation in 
WMmd Hotlve Sat tings 

Ifitrednetogy R^mrfegi thm purpose of this paper Is to describe an 
intuitively appaallng aontlnuTO along which motlviis relevant to 
gltuatieno o£ eoalal interdependenes may be located* Mditlonally^ It will 
be argued that individuals differ in terms of their positions on thle con- 
tlnuim^ and that such diffarences are important to a general theory of 
bargainings Thu argument Is based oai (a) The demonstration of a nimber 
of stople (and internally consistent) measureiaent techniques whlah 
describe a subject's ooclal Mtivatlonp and (b) Some ^(iplrlcal results 
demonstrating the relationship of sueh motivational meastires to actual 
bargaining behavior. / 

A mixed motive setting of social Interdspendence possessas a range 
of outaomest eaeh outcome producing a payoff to self (Sf) and to the 
other (Ot)* The spsclf Ic outcome that obtains la determined joltttly by 
the actions of each participants (Hence, the Intcirdepandenca.) Now» 
we assume that each participant has a preference ordering over the sat 
of possible outcomes, which ordering reflects' his/her social motivation^ 
We also assume that variation In social motivation of bargainers Is 
systCTatlcally related to variation In actual bargaining BmBmtcWm 

In a classic study » Deutsch (I960) dCTOnatrated the Impact of three 
motivational orientations on choice behavior In Prisoner's Ulwm^m Tlie 
motives studied by Deutsch were as follows I (a) Cooparatlon , thm ©rlanta*^ 
tion to maximize the Joint gain accruing to both self and the othm person^ 
(b) Indivlduallm^ the orientation to maKtoisse one's own gain with no 
concern for the gains or losses of the other^ and, (c) Cotffatltioiifl the 
orientation to maslmlse one's gains relative to that of the otheifi. 
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The Deutsch study indueed the three orientations by means of explicit 
e^erlmental inatfuctions* , Mor© recently MasalGk and McCllntock (1968) 
have shoim these three oc^lentatidns (or^ social motives) eKlat in the 
absenee of any e^llclt motivational ins true tlons* Hsncet the motives can 
be viewsd as "naturally occwtlng" psycho logical states. 

The present paper discusses sever^ ganeral approaches to the mea- 
surement of such locial motived In Indlvldi^l subject* Aa we discuss 
tlm first two approaches^ data wlll|be cited irtiich indicates the relation 
of the motlvatloral meaatures to actual bargain jjog behavior. Such a 
relatloii BBfmm quite desirable, given our assis^tlon of motivation's 
Influence on bargaining behavior. The approaches have in comon the 
raderlylng notion that In the dyad, aubj act's utility function over out- 
cames is determined by e weighted B\m of the outcome subject receives for 
Hlm/herfialf (Sf) and thm outcome received by the other (Ot)# It is in 
teems of these weights that subjects* orientations can be described* 
Table 1 Indicates mutM of weights to Sf and to Ot associated with the 
three motives currencly under dlacusslon^ and two other social motives 
to be considered iater^ This table may prova helpful as the first two 
techniques are dli^cussed. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Sl^le toteRorlgatloB 

With this procedures subjects are asked to make a series of 
choices across a variety of decision stimuli called decomposed games. 
Each subject is assigned to a single motivational category based on ^Ich 
social motive (of the total set being considered) accounts for most of 
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hia/her efaolce behavior across the series of decOTpased gan«s# Table 2 
glwfj eKamplas of four types of deaomposed game we have used In measuring 
social motives. For esMmplep an imdlvldusllstieally motivated sybjeet 
would ehossa Mternatlvs B la gwe type Ip B la game type 2, and 
Altersatlve A In gma types 3 and 4, It should be pointed out that la 
both the present procedure and the ^CTtalnlng two as well, each subjjsct 
makmB all of his/her decoffipoeed gme choices In total i^oranca of the 
other's actions. 

A nwiier of studies have used this teclmlque (McNaalp 1973; 
Ruhlman a MarahellOt 197S(a)i fonhlman S Marshellop 1975(b)) p all of them 
reporting that thfe great majority of imdergraduate subjects conslatently 
diapjLay cooperative^ Individualistic, or co^etltlve motivation in the 
decomposed task, A doctoral dissertation (Kstkovp 1976) provides striking 
support for the assimptlon that these social motlvee relate to actual ^ 
bargaining behavior # After coi^leting the deco^osed task^ pairs of 

subjects played nina trials of the Deutsch and ^auss truckj.ng garnet 
which each player possessed : (a) A gatSi (b) A tixLs card, which could be 
used to fine the other at any t^e, as mmy times as desired^ and 
(c) A threat card, which was playable at any time, and tlik mea.ilng of 
which was (iatentlonally) amblgt^usi. Half of Kotltov^fi dyads played the 
gama with no commtmication^ and the other half were allow^ to speak be^ 
fore each trial, A 2 (comiunicationi, no coimunleation) by 6 (motivational 
composition of dyad) analysis of variance %mm computed^ taking total 
dyadic prrtflt over the nine trials as the dependent variable^ The analysis 
yielded cwo significant effects? For motivational composition of dyad| 
V^U^ZC?^ df«5,61, £<*0024| for the interaction between motive of dyad iind 
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&sd co^unlcacion^ P^Z^Z^t^ dSfS^Sl^ ^<«0S14» The meani assoolated with 
this interaecioii appeMr is Plgyre 1» Thle figure shows prof It across 
each of the six possible dyeds (alac are possible because three motlvas 
were considersd)* The dyads are ordered on the % uls in terms of their 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

'*Cooparative Potential"! this ordering is suggested by prCTious work on 
these tnotives (Kuhlman ^ Harshallo^ 1975 (b))« Clearly g In the absence 
of co^ammlcatlon» conflict resolution 1a the trucking came is related to 
the dymd^s cooperative potential* ^The only dyad to acMeve a profit in 
this eondition was nade up of two aooperators • In the prasence of 
comainlcatlont most dyads (saw the individualist jiidivldualist one) show 
a lessening of conflict. It is interesting to note that of the three 
dyads achieving a profit In this condit Ion p all contain at least one 
cooperative mCTber* 

It would appear theut that motivational assessment as s^jspla and as 
gross (i»e»i subjects are assigned to a single motlimtional category) as 
the present one la quite helpful to the e^er^anter in accounting for 
considerable variability in laborato^ measures of conflict resolution* 
While such a technique does possess the virtue of simplicity^ It nonetha* 
less runs the risk of yielding an Incomplete description of a subject's 
motivational systoi. 

Specif ic4llyp subjects are assig£*ed to discrete motivational cate«* 
gories (Cooperative, Competitive or Individualistic) based on which type 
ctiDlce they make most often in the no-feedback decomposed game task. 
While it Is true that TOst subjects show a preference for a single type 
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of gala, it la not the case that each eubjeet manlfasts the mamm a^lenta* 
tlon OA every^ trial. Such data indicate the desirability of a m^surtaiaat 
schCTe ^Ich indicates tha telatlTa strangtha of all thr^s motivatiotial 
orientations withjji a gives subject » ^t^an md Itarshallo (1975c) 
have mhowk that Iteaaick and McCltotock^s atoohastlc oMica model can pro* 
vide such descriptXoap 

Measurement by the Stochastic Choice Model 

The stochastic cholca model assiaea thmt at any given time the subject 
is in one of four motivational states (Indi^duailstlCs Competitive, 
Caopsrative^ md Indlfferant) with some fixed probability (2»£fX* J.* 
respectively, where ^*a*£^"l*0). If the subject Is In ona of the first 
three states, sChe) chooses the gme alternative f^lch marimlzes the type 
of gain appropriate to the state i If thm subject Is in the Indifference 
state^ s<he) chooses between th^. alternatives randomly, ^ica, the 
probability that a given alternative triLll be chosen la sl^ly a sum of the 
probabtlltiaa associated i^th the goals ma^l^zad by that alternative, 
plus ^/n» where n^ Is the total number of altamatlvas In the gama* 

For ex^^le, considar Altematlva B in dsco^ossd game type 2 
(see Table 2). This alternative mMlmlEes both Individualistic and cra^ 
petltlve gain* The probability of this choice bals^ made Is w (the pro-- 
bablllty of being in the indlvldimllstic state) 4^ x (probability of the 
cofi^etitlva stata) ^ m/3 (one ttilrd the probability of be^^ In the In- 
difference state) & It is possible then to ^^ress the probabilities of 
each alteraatlve shoim to Table 2 as a linear combination of the mdel^s 
four motivational parmetera. (E.g,^ for the altamatlve just described, 
tha combination Isf 1^4^1<h)40^+1/3(s))« ^s yields an 
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o^ardetermlned Bymtmi of aquatlotis in four unlmoimsp tha solution of 
^leh wuld pro^lda an ast^ate of the four ^tivaclonal paranatars 
within a given aubjaet^ ; / 

Kahlman asd Itershallo Cl975e) estimated these parmetara for 205 
subj^eta ualmg a iMst aqt^raa teetalque. torralacloms batwera aetual 
eholaa bahavlor lii deaosposad gma tfpm 1 (wMah ima aet ueed In the 
/esttoatlofi of tha parraeters) mi predlatlona basad on astjtaated para*': 
matera were quite hlgh| (a) For Own galA aholeaa rf •81 (!^lea) and ,83 
(F^salas)y (b) For Relative gain choices rf *89 ud «90 Qfalaap F^alas) 
and (c).^£Qr Joint gain atolcae r».f2 mM .90 .Otelas* Fraalea)« Such 
data indicate tha f^^dal provides a conalstCTt dascrlptlon of choice be^ 
havlor within the daco^oaad task Itself^ which It sight be r^^mberad^ 
i^olvas no faedback batwean the two aubjacts* This laavea a question 

then^ as to the ability of saasures provided hj this taclmique to account 

( 

for bahavlot In an actumi laboratory interaction. 

To this end, a study was run (Kuhajmn, 1976) in which subjacts | 
(92 ^les and 92 Farilas) responded In twalva no faedback dacomposad /> 
gma trials^ and the^ played ninety trials of the Prlsonar*s Pil eggBa ^ 
Ome with faadback after wery trial, Tha purpose of this study waa to 
assass the relationship batwaan tha dyAd-s motivational makeup and tha 
fraquancy of the tea wat co^Mnly occurring outccmas in Frlsonar*s 
Dlla^wi; bilateral cooperation (the "CC" state) and bilateral defection 
(the »'»D" state)* . , 

Tha stochastic choice model was uaed to est^ata flva motives 
(Altruism^ Cooparatlon> Indlvlduallmp Conpatitlonp and Indlfferance) 
for each subjaet, N«tp a cooperative jjidaK was co^utad for each 
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subject byi (1) Si™d.ng the probabilities of Mtyuisii md Cooperatlo&p 

(2) SmmLng the pMbablllties of Indlvlduallam and Competition , and 

(3) Taking the dlffaremea between tems 1 amd 2. Then^ subject one's 
aooperative indsK (CI), siAJecc tw's cooperative Ijadex (C2)» and the 
product of these two terms <C1*C2) were used as predictor variables in 
t^ sultiple regression analyses | one analysis took bilateral eoopara'> 
tlon in Prisoner's Dil^raa as the criterion varlablep and the other took 
bilateral defeetlon* ^e predictor variables were entered Into the re-^ 
gresslon equation according to a forward salectlon pro€edure» (Draper & 
Smithy 1966) • Table 3 shorn the results of each step of both analyses. 
Clearly, for both Prisoner's Mlm^B acaces^ TOtivatlonal measures 
achieved via the stochastic model accoimt for nontrlvlal o^unts of vari- 
ability* 

Insert Table 3 about here 1 

To this point thra^ we tove seen that a raall nimber of discrete 
motivational states are first, measurable, and second^ quite helpful In 
accounting for what goes on In bargaining sessions* Am mentioned pre^ 
vlously, the TOtlves differ in terms of the Mlghtlmg one gives to his/her 
own and to the other's outcomes. The stochastic choice nodelp currently 
tmder discussion^ essentially portrays the individual subject as hopping 
from one set of weights to the other and back again* Such a portrayal 
suggests but by no means requires a subject who Is motlvatlonally 
tmstable, who, from a theoretical point of view Is not so desirable 
as a subject ^ose orientation Is more constant. Some rMent theoretical 
work on social motivation by Oriesinger and Llvljigston (1973) provides a 
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friBQievork for vieiilng subjects as possessing stable soelallQOtlvatlon* 
interesting]''^ raoughp data whleh (auaa€.S3full7) e^raluatas the stoohaitle 
ehQiea TOdel C&ihlmn k ^rshallOp 1973s) Is quite cdnslstaQt with 
Grieslnger and Llvlngstra-s system. Tha fallowl^ paragraplis daseribe 
Grieslngar and Livingston's msdel. 
The Geoaetric QiQlce Itodal 

Grlesi^er and UvJjtigstan (1973) show that any deeoiqsosed gmm al- 
ternatlve oan be represrated as a pai^t jji two dtoenslonal spaeep In 
whleh gains to self are an the il a^s and gains to other are on . the y 
a%lSft Figure % represents the three alternatives in deeo^osed gmne 

type 1 (sea Tabla 2) in this fashion« A subj eat chooses between the 

i 

I r 
I Insert Flgwe 2 about here 

/ 

alternatives presented on tha basis of whleh has the largest projection 

on his/her '^tlvatlonal vector," Figure 2 Indicates five lootlve 

vectors^ ranging from Mtrulsm (90^) to Cooperation (45^) to 

Individualism (0^) to Compatitlon (*-45^) to Aggressidn (-90^) # Par a 

subject whose vector is '^45^ we see he/she would ehaose alternative Cg 

since Its projection onto this vector Is largest. An Mtrulstlc 

subject (Vector ■ 90^) would ehoose alternative A« 

^ caurset a particular subject's vector may be any%^ere in this 
© 

spacep such as 27*5 p representing a motive som^hera between 
lodivldUAli^ and OoQparatlan» Iha feature of this model ^portant 
to the present discussion Is that It 'Suggests a specific ordering of 
motives %rtilch the previous two approaches do not* Specifically p m see 
Cooperation lying "closer" to Indlvlduallaa than to Competltioni 
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Ga^letiaa la "cloier" to Indlvlduallia than Cooperatlanp and 
Imdlylduallrai Is aomewhera In "be^een" Cooperatlen and Cra^etitlan. 

^ As was mntloned prevlouslyi some data from a stoehastlo choice 
TOdel study (Ruhls|sn & HarshellOp 1975e) Is consistent with this ord«- 
lAg. Spaelf Icallys It was fotmd that of those subjeats having Joint 
gain as thei^ strongtist par^^tert 81% of tlm^ had own gain as th^lr 
seMnd strongest parameter. Eighty peroent of subjects with relative 
gain as the strongest par^^ter had own gain as their second strongest « 
Finally t subjects whose strongest parameter was own gain were essen^ 
tlally divided equally as to \4iether their second strongest motive was 
Cooperation or Cofflpetltlon, While the stochastic choice model Ijs no ray 
specifies dependencies of this type raong Its parameters » it Is clear 
they fit well with Grieslnger and Livings ton's sch^e* 

In their artlclet Grieslnger and Llvlse^ston describe a measur^ent ' 
procedure to determine the angle of a subject's motlvatio^l vector* 
Unlike the two previous procedures p Grieslnger and Uvlngston*s technique 
generates the decomposed stinulus on trial n^ based on the subject's 
choices in the preceding trials « Subjects are asked to choose between 
pairs of decomposed game alternatives » all of %^ich fall on a single 
circle around the origin* 

Initially p the alternatives are far apart p but with trials they come 
closer together « Trials continue until the subject is Indifferent 
between the alternatives offered p and at this point p the angle of the 
subject's TOtlvational vector Is knownv 
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Ths preset iiuchar Is tmaimre @f research relat^g "vector maasuras" 
to aatual bargaining behavior . ^waverg the canals tmoy of jparoiater 
maaaures from the atochaatlc model with the contlnutm of the gsomatrle 
TOdei auggaata auch reaaarch vould be auccaasfiila Hence It appears 
reaaonabla to conclude that motive aaaaaraant via any^of the three 
technlquea described here la likely to ^eld cMparabla rasylts as far 
as locating the aubjact In soito ^^tlvatlonal neighborhood." Mao, It 
iea^ appropriate to label these mgighborhoodg as AltitilstlCy Cooperative 
]bidlvlduallstlc» Co^etltlve, and Aggressive In t^t order* Finally^ 
restilts f ro@ studies using the first two maasw^rant tachnlc|ues are 
sufflclantly encouraging (to this author at least) to imrrant the augges"^ 
tlon that Individual gmlAg orlantatlon be IjacltiSed iM any theory of 
mixed TOtlve bmrgalning that strives to ba c^^lete« 
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Walghtlmgs for Outeamas to Self (Sf) and to ths 
Other (Ot) Aisdalated with Five Uf ferent Soalai Itotlvatloas 



Weight to Weight to 



Itotlvatloa Self Other 

Altruism 0 .1 

CaoperatloQ 1 1 

todlvlduallsm 1 0 

Co^e^ltlOQ ^ 1 *-l 

Aggrassion 0 -1 
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Tstle 2 

bc^iples o£ Four ^p^^s o^^^craposad Gmm 



OutaoM to Self 
Outeraa to Othar 

to Choloa of this 
Altanmtlvs 



Outcoma Co Self 
Outaope to Othar 
i^tlveCs) Leading 
to Cholca of this 
Altartiatlve 



Outcbna to Salf 
Outeoaa to Other 
Ifotl^aCs) Laadlng 
to Cholca of this 
. Altaraatlve 



Typm 1 

AltarmatiTm A Altertiati'va S 
70 80 
SO JO 
' Ai truism Indlvid^^^ll^ 

* Cooperation 

Type 2 

Alterumtlva A Mtarnatlve 3 
60 70 
50 30 
Altruim Individualism 
Cooparatflon 

^pe 3 
Mtarnatlve A 
70 
M 

Mtrulsm 
Cooparatlon 
Zndlvldtullsm 



Alternative B 
60\/ 



r 



AO 



'e/ltlon 



Altarimtlva C 
60 

© 

Coa^atiitiOfi 
Aggresalog 



iatamatlva C 

j 40 
: '%0 - ' 
Aggrasaloa 



Altarnatlva C 

i 

i ■ 40^ 
30 

^gresalon 
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Tablm 2 V<contlmuW) 
^Eassples of Four Typaa of Mecmposad 6ms 
Usad to Assess Soolal Hotlvatlon 



OutaoTC to Self 
Outeoms to Other 
MotivsCd) LeadlGg 
to Choice of this 
Alternative 



Type 4 

Mteztiatlve A Mterciative B 
60 20 
0 20 
Cooperation ^ Altrulsii 
Individualism 
Aggreaslon 
Conipetltlon 



Aiternatlye C 
40 
10 
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Ifitltljple Ragrssston Aamlyem of CC and DD Seacea 
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DD 
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CC DD 
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.23 ,44 


Step, 


C2 


ci 


.34 


.68 


,29 ,46 


Scep Thsee 


C1C2 


01 


1.58 


.68 


.34 .47 



ml CI 19 subject cmi*3 Qoopsratlon l^^s 02 Is siibJaQi: ttPS^St msd 
C1G2 is ths prodiioc of tbesa ^cwo indicasa 
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I . Figure Captions 

\ Figwa 1* Total dyadle profit as a faction of motivational 
m^mm o£ djadp and tha praaenea or abaraca of comunieation* 

koTli todicataa a Qoopara^or* I m Indi^dtMlist» and Qt 
a Coiraatitor, Hraoap ^1 Indieatas a dyad ctmpoa^d of a Cooparatbr 
aad an Individualist* Ho coimmiution la a solid line* cims^micatton 
is a brokm lina* 

Figure 2 • Uagram of Orlasingar and Livingston's ^^^omatrio oholoa 

tiodal. * 

NOTE I The thraa dots raprasrat Mtaraativas A, jl, md C in daeo©- 
pDsad gaaa typa 1. Tha five anowfi raprasant five motivational vaators. 
Tha projection of each point (Mtaraativii) onW the ^spatitiva Vector 
is sl^own* 
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